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finest and most successful examples of 
partnership between the Federal Government 
and the local people. 

It also will mean that these’ technical 
services will no longer be available to the 
farmers who can’t afford to pay for them. 
And it Is likely that even the well-off farmers 
will be willing to pay only for assistance that 
means something in terms of a doUars-and- 
cents return. The, bill for services will force 
j' 0 P ass U P those practices that create 
wildlife habitat or otherwise conserve and 
beautify the countryside. 

This budget cut would be a long step back- 
ward in our much/tamed about conservation 
progr"™' " 


I can think of no more compelling reason 
for this CED proposal, with which I presume 
you are already familiar, than that “there 
must always be a President, but there must 
never be two.” 

Again may I commend the Senate for mov- 
ing ahead on this vital Issue. Best personal 
regards. 

Sincerely, 

C. W, Ufford, 

Director of Industrial Relations. 


April 5, 1965 


fear, of anger, and has now entered the 
approved portals which entitle it to a chair 
at the educational board. 



SUCCESSION AND 
'INABILITY 

Mr. LAUSCHEL Mr. President, I re- 
ceived from, Mr. C. W. Ufford, director 
of industrial relations, of the Warner & 
Swasey Co., of Cleveland, Ohio, an in- 
teresting and... thought-provoking letter 
regarding the proposed constitutional 
amendment on presidential succession 
and inability. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Ufford ’s letter be printed in the body of 
the Record. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

'Tits Warner & Swasey Co., 
Cleveland, Ohio, March 16 , 1965 
The Honorable Frank J. Lausche 
senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.c, 

d ^ ear , Senator Lausche: The Senate’s 
action In approving a proposed constitutional 
01 ^ presidential succession and 
inability is to be warmly commended. The 
proposed amendment would be an Important 

° ver the P re3enfc situation. 
However. I am concerned about two aspects 

! ? r ?i 3 £ sa ' 1 and 1 am sure many people 
would be If they probed Into It. 

first Is the provision for handling the 
°/L office by Jhe President As 
s - now drafted, this would make It possible, for 
Of time, for two people to attempt 
to exercise the powers and duties of the Pres- 
Idency This seems possible under the pro- 
vision that the Vice President, with the con- 
of . a majority of the Cabinet (or 
Sm body as Congress may establish) 

Wtwtv? ^ ya ln willch t0 declare In wrlt- 
Pi:esldcnt ls rmable to resume his 
Con gress would then proceed to 
decide the Issue, a two-thirds vote being re- 

each Hous ® sustain the Vice 
Resident and Cabinet ln their finding of in- 
The delay Willie Congress probed 
^, debate f issue through its normal 
both .Houses could make the 
of this difficult decision, espe- 

lmpormnce t me 01 CrlSlS ’ & matter of critical 

co S ^dconcem.is that this provision 
effect ' P lace in the hands of a 
«-?^ U \ C ?, n8ress actual impeachment power 

s“rp ro c h 4 u “ eguM of proper ,mpe! *' !h - 

by Committee for Eco- 

endS^nf ‘ P i? P T^ nt J* lch P r °P° ses that the 

01 P re fldentlal Inability be deter- 
a majority vote of the Cabinet, the 
-J™?® 3 “t concurring. Discussions leading 
to sqgli vote might be Initiated by the Presi- 
5®$ member of the Cabinet. The 

dm™ 6 * ^,. C Q5e tbe President and his con- 
dS5f*niSi.S? lW *2* Wlfch a minimum of 
corffidenc e! C ty ’ and posslb2e 2 °ss of public 


THE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM AND 
HAWAII’S CONTRIBUTION 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on be- 
ha.If Of my colleague, Hawaii’s senior 
Senator, Hiram L. Pong, and for myself, 
I am happy to take this opportunity 
again to invite all Senators to the spe- 
cial type A, pineapple lunch which Sen- 
ator Pong and I are hosting in the Sen- 
ate Conference Room, at 12:30 p m on 
Friday, April 9. 

^ mic h has a twofold purpose, 
me first is to remind each of us of the 
P dr i? ose > progress, and future importance 
of the national school lunch program. 
The second is to invite attention to the 
economic, as well as nutritional, con- 
tribution of Hawaii and our pineapple 
industry to the success of this program 
In 1946, Congress passed the National 
School Lunch Act. I believe that the 
high purpose of this landmark legisla- 
tion is best described in the act itself I 
quote: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of 
Congress, as a measure of national security 
the health 0nd well-being of 
rint,^ ° n S chlldren and to encourage the 
domestic consumption of nutritious agricul- 
tural commodities and other food, bv assist- 
ing the States, through grantSn-aid and 
°,„ e 5™ ea " 8 ' ln Providing an adequate sup- 
fiL, i ° 0da and other facil ities for the es- 
tabhshment, maintenance, operation, and 
expansion of nonprofit school lunch pro- 
grams. ^ 


This policy statement is a very per- 
suasive argument for the national school 
lunch program. Even more convincing 
however, is the simple premise and slo- 
gan of the program Itself: “You cannot 
teach a hungry child.” 

w i? 1 ?/ 1 may hunger for knowledge; 
but if his very being hungers for food 
learning is impeded— if not impossible.’ 
S e ^ ly ’ attritions meal enhances a 
chxlds ability to leam; and a healthy 
well-educated child enhances our Na- 
tion s future. > 

To me, the national school lunch pro- 
1S , a landmark of enlightened, yet 
f i,l", Se I V nS ; legisIatic>11 - It has already 
A ? erI ? a J a & ene ration of healthier, 
educated citizens; and it promises 
to enrich our Nation even more in the 
years ahead, for this program is grow- 

l n f ize ’ growlng ^ impor- 
tance to the health of our economy, as 
well as our children. 

*,iS el i y a K Cepted fcoday - ^e national 
school lunch program has not always 
enjoyed the approval and support of 
parento, educators, and legislators. In 
fact, it was only a few years ago that 
a prominent educator was able to say: 
As an uninvited guest at the educational 

fimv^.n tu h0<>1 f0Od Servlce bas success- 
fully run the gamut of neglect, of scorn of 
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In 1964, the national school lunch pro- 
gram occupied a dominant chair, indeed 
at the educational board. During the 
12 months which ended last June 30, 
for example, approximately 17 million 
schoolchildren — one-third of our pre- 
college school population — participated 
in the program daily. These children 
were served nearly 3 billion meals during 
the school year. 

Not included in these figures as par- 
ticipants in the national school lunch 
program are an estimated 13 million 
children who also benefited from nutri- 
tious lunches served through other 
school-lunch programs. 

The national school lunch program 
itself was actively supported by 68 500 
schools in every State, plus the District 
of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, and American Samoa, in 
1964. Both the number of children and 
the number of schools participating in 
the program are expected to increase this 
year. 

Under the National School Lunch Act 
of 1946, all public and nonprofit private 
schools of high school grade or under are 
eligible to participate in the school lunch 
program. The fact that so many schools 
have elected to do so is due in large meas- 
ure, I believe, to three regulations con- 
tained in the act. 

First. The lunch program in each 
school must be operated on a nonprofit 
basis. 

Second. Children unable to pay the 
full price of the lunch must be served 
free or at a reduced price. 

Third. Lunches must meet nutritional 
standards established by the U.S. De- 
partment of Agriculture. These stand- 
ards are embodied in the lunch pattern 
known as the type A lunch— the type of 
lunch, incidentally, which will be served 
on Fnday, April 9. 

How does the national school lunch 
program actually work? 

The program is administered by the 
Consumer and Marketing Service of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, in co- 
operation with the education depart- 
ments of tlie various States. These de- 
partments enter into agreements with 
local boards of education. The local 
school authorities or other interested 
gioups actually operate the school lunch- 
rooms. Department of Agriculture spe- 
cialists provide administrative and tech- 
nical assistance to State personnel who 
make this assistance available to 
individual school managers. 

Many States do not permit the educa- 
Sr? S to adm inister the national 
2 u nc ? program to nonprofit pri- 

i SCh00lfi . In . these States, the 
r£r+T° 1S y enter into agreements di- 
lectly with the Department of Agricul- 
ture. 

S choonnnS Cal year 1964 thc national 

P ^° f gr , am cost approximately 
thls am °unt the school 
m the toselves contributed approxi- 
mately one-half — more than $741 rnil- 
!‘ on ’ ? r ai } average of 25 to 30 cents for 
each lunch. Federal funds to reimburse 
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2,334 
6, 790 
476 
466 
3, 266 
2. 931 
11, 784 
3,280 
2,269 
4, 620 
8,847 
7, 660 
4, 230 
6,688 


5,419 
1,775 
5,169 
6, 628 
1,579 
4,023 
7, 172 


4,066 

1,481 
5, 103 
1, 384 
1,789 
6,017 
2, lU 
3, 963 
3,889 
482 


I am told by W. W. Russell, Wisconsin’s 
State conservationist, that the workload 
of our 72 sol}, and wafer conservation dis- 
tricts grows each year, Districts receive 
mpre and more requests for soil surveys and 
other measures of the value of land. Many 
of these requests now come from land ap- 
praisers, planning commissions, credit agen- 
cies, and Government. 

'■'The districts riave increasing responsibil- 
ities because of new State and Federal au- 
thorizations that provide new opportunities 
for conservation. They work together, for 
instance, under the’ Watershed Protection 
arid Flood Prevention Act (Public Law 566 ) . 
This law permits local ^watershed groups to 
obtain Federal funds for flood prevention and 
for such conservation activities as improve- 
ment of fish and wildlife habitat and de- 
velopment of recreation resources. 

River basin planning activities also are 
becoming more prevalent. Local soil and 
Water conservation districts participate in 
tfiis Important phase of resource develop- 
ment. 

.The new Resource Conservation and De- 
velopment (R.C. & D.) program requires as- 
sistance from soli conservation districts in 
working for resource development, cropland 
conversion, recreation development, and new 
economic opportunities. One of the first , 
10 R.C. & D. projects approved as pilot pro- 
grams Is In Wisconsin. The project In- 
cludes all of Price, Rusk, and Taylor Coun- 
ties. Technical assistance In planning this 
regional project was provided by the soli and 
water conservation specialists working in 
tries e three counties. 

These greater demands for soil and water 
conservation assistance at the local level 
Sfgnfcl' the need for mpre Federal assistance, 
not less. Thg soil anij water conservation 
districts and their cooperating farmers need 
and deserve the full and determined sup- 
port of both the Congress and the adminis- 
tration. 

\ • 


The supervisors of Wisconsin’s TO districts 
recently met In Eau Claire to discuss the 
proposed cuts In support for soil and water 
conservation. One of the major points made 
was that the State’s work In this field Is 
hardly one-third complete. 

I also submit the resolution adopted by 
the Wisconsin Association of Soil and Water 
Conservation District Supervisors: 
“RESOLUTION OF WISCONSIN ASSOCIATION OF 
SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
SUPERVISORS, EAU CLAIRE, WIS„ MARCH 10, 
1065 

“All the people of Wisconsin, as well as 
throughout the Nation, are dependent upon 
soil and water. We do not have an abun- 
dant supply of these natural resources. They 
can be wasted and lost If not given careful 
and proper care. 

“Seventy-two Soil and water conserva- 
tion districts cover the entire State of Wis- 
consin. These soil and water conservation 
districts organized under State enabling leg- 
islation provide for the conservation of the 
soil and soil resources of this State, for the 
control and prevention of soil erosion, pre- 
vention of floodwater and sediment damage, 
preserve wildlife, protect the tax base, pro- 
tect public lands and protect and promote 
the health, safety, and general welfare of the 
people of our State. 

“Each of these 72 soil and water conserva- 
tion districts have a memorandum of under- 
standing with the Soil Conservation Service 
to help carry out the technical phases essen- 
tial to our program. 

“The soil and water conservation work In 
Wisconsin has made a good start but the Job 
is hardly one-third complete. Pressures are 
Increasing upon our land and water re- 
sources: Therefore be It 

"Resolved, That the Wisconsin State Asso- 
ciation of Soil and Water Conservation Dis- 
trict supervisors oppose the President’s re- 
volving fund proposal for the Soli Conser- 
vation Service; be It further 
"Resolved, That the Wisconsin State Asso- 
ciation of Soil and Water Conservation Dis- 
trict supervisors urge the continuation of 
the program as it is now being carried out, 
and we urge the adoption of the Soil Conser- 
vation Service budget for 1966 as recom- 
mended by the National Association of Soil 
and Water Conservation Districts.” 

I suggest that there is nothing in 1965 that 
makes soil and water conservation less, es- 
sential than It was In the 1930’s. In many 
ways, as we attempt to shift our leas produc- 
tive farmland into recreational uses, It is 
more Important. This less productive land 
often is hilly, subject to erosion, and difficult 
to establish a cover crop on. 

I have found from my experiences in Wis- 
consin that district supervisors and cooper- 
ating farmers have a strong feeling of stew- 
ardship regarding the land. I think that 
over the past 25 years there has developed, a 
growing feeling of responsibility toward the 
soil and the beauty of the countryside. 

I also subjmlt a letter that is typical of 
many that I have received in the past few 
weeks. This' one is from a district supervi- 
sor who also Is an educator in Buffalo 
County. It is from O. J. Sohrwelde, superin- 
tendent of- schools at Alma, Wls., and secre- 
tary of the Buffalo County Soil and Water 
Conservation District: 

February 18, 1965. 

Hon. Gaylord Nelson, 

Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Nelson: According to in- 
formation received from several sources, It 
appears as though the work being carried on 
throughout the country by our soil and water 
conservation districts is due for a drastic 
setback. 

For the past 24 years Buffalo County has 


had a soil and water conservation district. 
In fact our district was started In 1939 and 
1940. 

During the past 25 years we in Buffalo 
County have been able to get approximately 
two-thirds of the farmers in the county to 
become cooperators in our soil and water 
conservation program. This progress was 
made only because of the active Interest 
shown by our Federal Government by provid- 
ing trained personnel with which to do the 
Job, as well as Federal funds under ACP. 

If the Federal budget cutback is allowed 
to take place we are confident that there will 
be a slowing up of our program. In other 
words, it has taken 25 years to get two- thirds 
of the job done and It might take another 
25 years to get the remainder of our country's 
land and water under a planned and con- 
trolled program. We feel that these natural 
resources do not belong to the farmer alone, 
but all people In all walks of life are being 
affected now and will be affected more so in 
the future. With our population increase 
we feel that every acre of our precious top- 
Boil, every drop of our available water supply 
will be necessary for the growth and develop- 
ment of our Nation. 

Those of us who are close to the soil and 
water problems of our county and State will 
appreciate anything you can do to help pro- 
vide the Federal funds necessary for the con- 
tinuation of local, State, and Federal soil and 
water conservation district programs. 

Sincerely yours, 

O. J. SOHRWEIDE. 

If this proposal Is approved by the Con- 
gress, I think it is probable that county 
boards will be asked to make up Wisconsin’s 
$314,249 share of the contribution to the 
revolving fund for this technical assistance. 
The only other alternative would seem to be 
to have the districts seek contributions from 
the farmer to make up this lost Federal sup- 
port. 

This does not seem to he a fair choice. 
Local and State government In Wisconsin 
and elsewhere already make a sizable con- 
tribution to the support of the work of these 
soil and water conservation districts. 

Several counties furnish secretarial as- 
sistance to the districts. The supervisors, 
who throughout Wisconsin are members of 
the agriculture committee of each county 
board, serve the districts without pay. Many 
counties furnish office space, the use of office 
equipment, and other services to the Soil 
Conservation Service. 

The reason the funds probably would have 
to be raised by the county boards is that 
charging fanners and landowners for a share 
of these technical services is administratively 
unworkable. Who is going to set the charge 
for these services? What do we want the 
Government to charge a farmer when a soil 
technician stops in his farmyard to give him 
some advice on planting some shrubs to Im- 
prove wildlife habitat or on stopping erosion 
in a troublesome gully? Will this new rate- 
making job fall to the unpaid soil and water 
conservation district supervisors? I’m sure 
they hope not. 

Who will do the bookkeeping and fill out 
the form's for the Department of Agriculture 
and collect for these services? Will this new 
responsibility fall on the volunteer office- 
worker furnished by the county board? 

Suppose the county boards decide they 
are too hard pressed for funds after paying 
for this technical assistance and decide to 
charge the Department of Agriculture for the 
use of courthouse space? Will Congress be 
asked to appropriate some funds for this? 

I think It is clear that this proposed cut- 
back is shortsighted and in fact militates 
against the very conservation program the 
President has undertaken wih such vigor. 
Furthermore, it will undermine one of the 
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